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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This Office Action is in response to the application filed April 20, 2001. Claims 1-49 are 
presented for examination. 



2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

- the phases "neither the guest operating system nor the guest operating system has the 
key" (page 3, lines 22-23 and page 4, lines 20-21) should read "neither the host operating system 
nor the guest operating system has the key" 

Applicant is required to review the entire specification and make appropriate corrections. 



The phrase "the host operating system ahs the key" (line 7) should read "the host 
operating system has the key" 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Specification 



Claim Objections 



Claims 21 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 2-3, 21-23, and 34-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

A. As to claims 2, 21, and 35, the following claim languages are indefinite: 

(i) in claims 2 and 35, it is unclear what is meant by "accepting the request from 
one of the host operating system and the guest operating system having the key." 

(ii) in claim 21, it is unclear what is meant by "accepting the request from the 
guest operating system, if the request is an altering request from the guest operating 
system and neither the host operating system nor the guest operating system has the key; 
and rejecting the request from the guest operating system, if the request is an altering 
request from the guest operating system and neither the host operating system nor the 
guest operating system has the key." 

B. As to claim 34, the following terms lack antecedent basis: 



(i) "the access device" (line 3) 



(ii) "the host operating system" (lines 3-4) 



(iii) "the guest operating system" (lines 5-6) 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 



6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which the subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made 



This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 
various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 
37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



7. Claims 1-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ofer et al. 
(U.S. 6,353,869). 

8. As to claim 17, Ofer teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method 
for allocating use of an access device between a host operating system and a guest operating 
system (col. 3, lines 20-27; col5 t line 53-col.6, line 20; and col.6 t line 59 - col 7, line 9), the 
method comprising: 



- receiving a request from the host operating system to use the access device (col. 3, lines 
20-27; col. 6, lines 62-63; and col. 9, lines 24-59); and 
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- determining whether the guest operating system has a key for the access device, where 
the key enables one of the host operating system and the guest operating system to use the access 
device (col.3 y lines 20-33; col. 4, line 38-54; and col.6, lines 21-58), 

While teaching that the processors must request and obtain the lock in order to access the 
shared resource, Ofer is silent on "accepting the request from the host operating system, if no key 
is found with the guest operating system." 

Ofer, however, discloses "a successful requestor from among the controllers obtains the 
lock and is identified as the current holder of the lock in the lock request queue " (col.4, lines 1- 
4) and "only after a successful requestor from among the processors obtains the lock will that 
processor perform its transaction on shared resource " (col.4, lines 21-37). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have applied the teaching 
of Ofer for "accepting the request from the host operating system, if no key is found with the 
guest operating system " in order to provide means for controlling and distributing the shared 
resource among the processors. 

9. As to claim 18, Ofer teaches determining whether the host operating system has the key 
(col. 3, lines 20-33; col.4 f line 38-54; and col.6, lines 21-58). Note the discussion of claim 17 
above for rejection of "accepting the request from the host operating system, if the key is found 
with the host operating system." 

10. As to claim 19, Ofer teaches determining, if no key is found with one of the host 
operating system and the guest operating system (col. 3, lines 20-33; col.4, line 38-54; and col.6, 
lines 21-58), whether the request is an altering request to change a state of the access device; and 
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granting the key to the host operating system, if the request is an altering request (col.9, lines 24- 
46). 

11. As to claim 20, Ofer teaches rejecting, if the key is found with the guest operating 
system, the request from the host operating system (col. 9, line 60-col.lO, line 45). 

12. As to claim 1, the rejection of claim 17 above is incorporated herein in full. In addition, 
Ofer further teaches: 

- determining whether a received request to use the access device is from the host 
operating system (col.4, lines 38-54 and coL6, lines 21-58); 

- determining the request as one of an altering request to change a state of the access 
device and a passive request to read the access device, accepting the request from the host 
operating system, if the request is an altering request from the host operating system (col.9, lines 
24-46); and 

- rejecting the request from the guest operating system, if the request is an altering 
request from the guest operating system and neither the host operating system nor the guest 
operating system has the key (coL6, lines 21-58 and col9, line 24-coUO, line 45). 

While teaching "accepting the request from the host operating system, if the request is an 
altering request from the host operating system," Ofer is silent on "accepting the request from the 
host operating system, if the request is an altering request from the host operating system and 
neither the host operating system nor the guest operating system has the key." 
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Ofer, however, discloses "at the start, several of processors la-ln are running processes 
which need to perform atomic operations such as read-modify-writes, on shared resource 4. In 
order to service its transaction request, the processor lc t in this case a host controller or device 
controller, must obtain a lock on at least the data structure which is the target of the request. " 
(col.9, lines 24-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have applied the teaching 
of Ofer for the step of accepting the request as mentioned above in order to provide means for 
controlling and distributing the shared resource among the processors. 

13. As to claim 2, note the rejection of claim 17 above for rejection of "accepting the request 
from one of the host operating system and the guest operating system having the key." 

14. As to claim 3, Ofer teaches the guest operating system releases the key after use of the 
access device to enable a transient use of the access device (col.4, lines 38-54; col.6, lines 21-58; 
and col.10, lines 1-45). 

15. As to claim 4, Ofer teaches rejecting, if one of the host operating system and the guest 
operating system has the key, the request from the other operating system (col.6, lines 21-58 and 
col.9, line 24-coL10, line 45). 

16. As to claim 5, Ofer teaches accepting the request from one of the host operating system 
and the guest operating system, if the request is a passive request and neither the host operating 
system nor the guest operating system has the key (colli, lines 5-16). 

17. As to claim 6, Ofer teaches the request is passed to an access interface coupled to the 
access device (col 6, lines 21-58). 
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18. As to claim 7, Ofer teaches the access interface converts the passed request into a format 
suitable for the access interface (col.6, lines 21-65). 

19. As to claim 8, Ofer teaches the access interface comprises an input/output (I/O) adapter 
and the access device comprises a writable disk drive (col.6, lines 59-col. 7, line 9). 

20. As to claim 9, Ofer teaches the passed request comprises a SCSI command (col.6, lines 
1-20). 

21. As to claim 10, "the SCSI commands" is inherent to the system of Ofer. 

22. As to claim 11, Ofer teaches the host operating system and the guest operating system are 
of different types (col. 5, line 54-col.6, line 20). 

23. As to claim 12, Ofer teaches at least one of the host operating system and the guest 
operating system is, among other things, UNIX, (col.6, lines 7-10). 

24. As to claim 13, Ofer teaches the access device is considered locked to a particular 
operating system if the particular operating system has the key (col6, lines 21-58 and col 10, 
lines 1-55), where the particular operating system is one of the host operating system and the 
guest operating system (col. 5, line 54-col6, line 20). 

25. As to claim 14, Ofer teaches determining whether a received request to release the key is 
from one of the host operating system and the guest operating system having the key; releasing 
the key from the one of the host operating system and the guest operating system having the key 
(col.6, lines 21-58 and col. 10, lines 1-55); sending a reset signal to the host operating system and 
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the guest operating system, where the reset signal causes the host operating system and the guest 
operating system to reset a state of an associated cache memory (figs. 2-3 and colli, lines 8-33), 

26. As to claim 15, Ofer teaches the reset signal simulates a change of the access device 
(coll 3, lines 8-61). 

27. As to claim 16, Ofer teaches the request from the guest operating system is for a 
capability of the access device that is supported by the guest operating system and unsupported 
by the host operating system (col 9, lines 24-59). 

28. As to claims 34-49, they are directed to a computer readable medium for implementing 
the method of claims 1-16, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

29. As to claim 21, the rejection of claim 1 above is incorporated herein in full. However, 
claim 21 recites receiving a request from the guest operating system. 

Ofer teaches receiving a request from the guest operating system (col4 f lines 38-54; 
col6, lines 21-58; and col.9, lines 24-59). 

30. As to claim 22, Ofer teaches accepting the request from the guest operating system, if the 
key is found with the guest operating system; and rejecting the request from the guest operating 
system, if key is found with another operating system (colli, lines 23-65). 

31. As to claim 23, Ofer teaches the another operating system comprises one of a host 
operating system and another guest operating system (col.5 f line 54-col.6 t line 20). 
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32. As to claim 24, it is directed to an apparatus for performing the method of claim 1, and is 
similarly rejected under the same rationale. Claim 1, however, further recites "a memory for 
storing a sharing management program." 

Ofer teaches a memory for storing a sharing management program (col. 6, line 59-coL10, 
line 9 and col. 10, lines 7-45). 

33. As to claims 25-30 and 33, they are directed to an apparatus for performing the method of 
claims 7-12 and 16, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

34. As to claim 31, Ofer teaches the host operating system and the guest operating system are 
part of a logically partitioned system (col 5, lines 54-63). 

35. As to claim 32, Ofer teaches the host operating system and the guest operating system are 
contained in separate computer systems (fig.l). 



37. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

- Sekiguchi et al. (U.S. 671 1605) teaches "Multi OS configuration method and computer 
system" 

- Flynn Jr. et al. (U.S. 6453392) teaches "Method of and apparatus for sharing dedicated 
devices between virtual machine guests" 



Conclusion 



• 
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- Freitas et al. (U.S. 6401 1 10) teaches "Method for managing concurrent processes using 
dual locking" 

- Nakahara et al. (U.S. 6253225) teaches "Process executing method and resource 
accessing method in computer system" 

- Ellsworth et al. (U.S. 6131113) teaches "Managing a shared resource in a multi- 
processor system" 

- Yudenfhend et al. (U.S. 5471609) teaches "Method for identifying a system holding a 
"Reserve" 5 

- Loten (U.S. 5138713) teaches "Multiprocessing computer system with exit logic and 
method for maintaining resource integrity" 

- Hays Jr. et al.(U.S. 4354227) teaches "Fixed resource allocation method and apparatus 
for multiprocessor systems having complementarity phased cycles" 

38. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to VAN H NGUYEN whose telephone number is (703) 306-5971. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 8:30AM - 6:00PM. The 
examiner can also be reached on alternative Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (703) 305-9678. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 



* 



Application/Control Number: 09/839,483 



Page 12 



Art Unit: 2126 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



VHN 





